Christianity as well as, unfortunately, the most devoted Christians themselves-embrace this conflict paradigm. Accepting that Christianity and science is inherently hostile one another, many evangelicals nowadays attempt to resolve their intellectual difficulties by withdrawing themselves to their own modern intellectual monastery. Christianity and science, these Christians argue, cannot be in conflict because each resides on its own separate non-overlapping domain, a view more known as NOMA (Non Overlapping Magistrate). 3 In this paper, through a brief historical survey of the encounter between Old Princeton theologians-from Charles 3 The model is helped popularized by American paleontologist and evolutionary biologist at Harvard University, Stephen J. Gould.
today have much to learn from their own history. In doing so, I
hope to show the inadequacy of the conflict thesis.
WHY OLD PRINCETON?
The Old Princeton theologians are intentionally chosen for several reasons. Second, the Old Princeton theologians were the most ardent believers of the doctrine of biblical inerrancy which they took as their fundamental presupposition rather than a conclusion resulting from their reasoning. Thus, Dawkins' resentment against ‚fundamentalists,‛ those who take the truth of their holy book as an axiom rather than the end product of a process of reason, is one that is directed against them. 5 Clearly, Dawkins lacks any category to describe these Old Princeton theologians.
Before we discuss Old Princeton theologians' reactions to
Darwinism it will be of interest if we quickly survey the scientific community first. 4 23 I recalled a discussion with a minister in which this claim was made. Claiming that any reading that interprets Genesis ‚days‛ as non-solar 24-hour days is a result of a compromise to the demand and pressure of modern science and, thus, a denial of the historicity of God's creation as essentially heterodox, this minister, unfortunately, did not realize that he had condemned many church fathers and theologians before him as heterodox. 39 Warfield clearly advocated a dualistic origin of human, arguing that only human physique evolved from the lower primate. At this point we must express our disagreement with Warfield. The word (bārā') not only was used in Gen. 1:1 to describe the act of God in bring out of nothing (ex-nihilo) the ‚original world-stuff,‛ but also in Gen. 1:27 to describe the creation of man. However, a more comprehensive theological evaluation of Warfield's doctrine of creation and anthropology is not in the scope of this paper and will be dealt separately.
included the ‚promise and potency‛ of all that was yet to be. 40 This, however, does not mean that Warfield 
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Machen's biography, important to set the context of our discussion later, will be briefly rehearsed here. 44 
